This study provides a socioeconomic profile of Japanese Americans using the 1910, 1920, and 1930 
INTRODUCTION

Previous Studies of Asian Americans during the Early 20 th Century
During their early immigration history in the U.S., Asian Americans faced severe discrimination due to their distinctive cultural background as well as anti-Asian sentiments among the working-class mainstream population who feared that these hard-working, unskilled laborers would take away jobs. This concern was especially evident in California where Asian Americans were highly concentrated (Kitano and Daniels, 2001 ).
For example, Chinese were initially welcomed to work at gold mining, in agriculture, at various urban occupations, and as the builders of the first transcontinental railroad (Kitano and Daniels, 2001 ). However, the Chinese soon became the targets of both legal and extralegal harassment and, beyond that, for all kinds of violence, ranging from casual abuse on city streets to mass murder (Boswell, 1986; Kitano and Daniels, 2001 ). Thus, white workers promoted racist antagonism and intimidation that limited the wages and jobs that Chinese Americans could obtain (Boswell, 1986) . Chinese Americans were denied citizenship as well as union membership, and prevented from owning any land (McLemore, 1994; Kitano and Daniels, 2001) . Various taxes and special laws were enacted to restrict their employment opportunities (Lyman, 1974) .
In the case of Japanese Americans (who mostly immigrated to the U.S. after the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882), there seems to be widespread agreement that they faced direct and overt racial discrimination in the labor market before World War II (Bonacich, 1972; 1973; Lieberson, 1980; Makabe, 1981; Portes and Manning, 1986) . For example, Bonacich (1972; 1973) argues that a split labor market developed between Japanese Americans and the higher-paid white labor force in California. Japanese Americans were excluded from union membership in the American Federation of Labor which adopted an explicitly racist policy, and as early as 1905, labor union representatives formed the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League which was dedicated to excluding Asian immigrants (McLemore, 1994) . The Gentlemen's Agreement of 1907 greatly curtailed the immigration of Japanese laborers. Japanese immigrants were prohibited from becoming American citizens (which prevented them from developing any political power), and in 1913 their agricultural competitiveness was challenged by the Alien Land Law which formally prevented them from owning any land in California (McLemore, 1994) .
Japanese American communities back in the early twentieth century America were mostly structured by the Issei, first generation who were born in Japan and who immigrated to the U.S.
before the Immigration Act of 1924 which prohibited all immigration from Asia (except the Philippines which at the time was a U.S. possession). Japanese Issei were typically motivated by economic opportunity as is common among immigrants even today. They brought with them to the U.S. the cultural heritage of a traditional Japanese society (associated with the Meiji era of the 19 th century) having roots in Buddhism and Confucianism. The cultural heritage of the Issei emphasized group obligation over individualism, and behavioral obedience to authority over personal expression. The Issei family may be characterized by -interaction based on obligation, strong involvement in family relationships, priority of filial bond over conjugal bond, male dominance, rigid division of labor by sex, emotional restraint with emphasis on compassion, respect, consideration, stability, and little verbal communication‖ (Kitano and Kitano, 1998) . In comparison to other American families (even at that time) the Issei family was more hierarchical, authoritarian, and patriarchal.
Through intimidation and racist antagonism, white workers were able to protect their higher wages by reducing or eliminating competition from Japanese Americans who were typically willing to work for lower wages. These exclusionary practices led to the Gentlemen's Agreement of 1908 which prohibited the immigration of Japanese male workers. Then a total ban on any Asian (including Japanese) immigration was instituted with the Immigration Act of 1924 (McLemore, 1994) . Ichihashi (1932) argues that the Nisei faced severely restricted opportunities when in their employment. Other evidence for racist sentiment against Japanese Americans is cited by Kitano (1976) . Thus, Japanese Americans in the pre-World War II era likely faced extensive and persuasive occupational discrimination by companies that were run by whites, despite their high rate of college completion (Mears, 1928; Ichihashi, 1932; Kitano, 1976; Bonacich and Modell, 1980; Chin, 2005) .
Some Previous Studies of the Socioeconomic Attainments of Japanese Americans during the Early 20 th Century
As historical and qualitative studies mentioned above show, there seems to be widespread agreement that Asian Americans faced direct and overt racial discrimination in the labor market before World War II (Levine and Montero, 1973) . Due to the lack of survey data, few statistical studies have investigated the socioeconomic attainment of Asian Americans before World War II.
The results of the analyses that are available, however, generally concur with the historical studies which suggest that Japanese Americans were severely disadvantaged in the labor market. For example, Cain (1991) and Levine and Montero (1973) find comparatively low levels of occupational attainment for the Nisei before World War II even among those who were highly educated.
Using data from the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) from the 1940 Census, Sakamoto et al. (1998) find that Chinese and Japanese American men are clearly disadvantaged in obtaining higher status occupations after controlling for schooling, experience, and region of residence. Sakamoto et al. (1998) findings show that -relative to white men, Chinese and Japanese American men in 1940 were less likely to be employed in the corporate sector and were more likely to be employed in the low-wage sector.‖ Using the same data (i.e., the 1940 PUMS), Sakamoto and Kim (2003) find that the wages of Asian American men are considerably lower than are those of comparable white men in 1940-even lower than those for African American men. Finally, even using data from the 1950 PUMS, Sakamoto et al. (2000) find substantial wage disadvantages for Japanese Americans (-36.9 percent) and Chinese Americans (-43.7 percent) compared to nonHispanic whites, net of age, schooling, military service, region, and metropolitan status. These prior studies collectively indicate that Asian Americans were disadvantaged in the labor market before World War II.
METHODS
Data and Target Population
The data for the analysis come from the 1910 ( without data on income, we are able to use the Duncan Socioeconomic Index (SEI) which during that era is a reasonably informative indicator of job rewards (Blau and Blau, 1967) .
In terms of race and ethnicity, our analysis considers the following groups: (1) foreign-born Japanese; (2) native-born Japanese; (3) foreign-born Chinese; (4) native-born Chinese; (5) foreignborn Filipinos; (6) native-born Filipinos; and the reference category of (7) native-born nonHispanic whites. We further limit the sample to non-institutionalized individuals between the ages of 18 and 64 who were not enrolled in school at the time of the survey. Because gender interactions in labor market processes are well established (Marini, 1989) , statistical models are estimated separately by gender.
Although our major focus is Japanese Americans, Chinese and Filipino Americans are also included in the analysis for enhancing our understanding of socioeconomic disadvantage of Asian Americans during the period between 1910 and 1930. Filipino history in the U.S. date back primarily to the Spanish-American War of 1898 after which the Philippines was annexed as American colonial territory (Kitano and Daniels, 2001 ). Due to the American colonial heritage, many Filipino immigrants often have better English language skills than other immigrants from Asia which facilitates employment and social acclimation in the U.S.
Variables
Our outcome variable of interest is occupational status measured in terms of the Duncan Socioeconomic Index (also known as the Duncan SEI). A large score is indicative of higher occupational prestige or higher average socioeconomic rewards obtained via one's occupational employment. The scale is the oldest one used in modern social stratification research (Blau and Blau, 1967 
EMPIRICAL RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics and sample sizes for whites and the three Asian American ethnic groups are shown separately by gender in Tables 1 and 2 . Table 1 of Japanese male workers who were already in the U.S. Kitano and Daniels (2001) .
Regarding Duncan SEI, Table 1 for men shows that except for native-born Chinese who have a higher mean score of occupational status than whites, the scores for the other Asian groups are lower than whites. Regardless of nativity status (i.e). Regarding the number of children, Table 1 shows that the Asian American groups generally have much smaller average numbers of children than whites. All of the Asian groups are also much more likely than whites to be unmarried. These figures may suggest that a large number of immigrant labors entered the U.S. for temporary work rather than living in the U.S. forever or for a long period of time. Among foreign-born Asians, the percentage married is the highest for Japanese
Americans. This might be due to the Gentlemen's Agreement of 1907 which curtailed the immigration of Japanese male labors but did not impose restriction on women.
Regarding metropolitan residence, both foreign-born and native-born Japanese Americans are less likely than whites to reside in metropolitan areas, while foreign-born and native-born Chinese, and native-born Filipinos are more likely than whites to reside in metropolitan area. Such ethnic differentials in the rates of metropolitan residence may be associated with employment situations of the racial/ethnic groups. Although work classifications of the U.S. Census at that time are very simple (there are only five categories including unknown classification, employer, working on own account, works for wages, and unpaid family worker), Table 1 shows that there are 68 percent of whites who work for wages, followed by working on own account (about 20 percent) and employer (about 7 percent). The category -working on own account‖ mainly indicates producers who reside in rural areas and are engaged in agriculture, hunting, and home production for just their own consumption. This type of work would not be regarded as an occupation today, but it not uncommonly existed in the countryside during that period. Since work for one's own household is not counted in the GDP, this type of work is simply regarded as being -not in the labor force‖ according to today's definition.
In regard to Japanese Americans, over 80 percent of them work for wages regardless of nativity status, and there are 11 percent foreign-born and 8 percent native-born Japanese Americans working on own account. Images about Japanese Americans during the period may conjure up pictures of service jobs in inner cities and family business in farming. Yet, as Table 1 shows, the percentage in the employer category is only about 5 percent among foreign-born, and only about 3 percent for native-born Japanese Americans. It is said that more foreign-born immigrant Japanese became small business owners in large cities after the 1913 Alien Land Law which formally prevented them from owning any land in California (Minamikawa, 2007 the great majority of them (83 percent) reside in outside of California or Hawaii. Table 2 for women indicates that same as the case of Japanese American men, the great majority of Japanese American women are foreign-born immigrants-the native-born portion counts for only about 11 percent. In addition, same as Japanese American men, the average age of foreign-born Japanese women (34.59) is close to that for white women (36.12). On the other hand, the average age of native-born Japanese American women (23.60) is very young. Furthermore, the average age of Chinese American women is younger than that of Chinese American men regardless of nativity, but it is still higher than the mean age of Japanese American women. In regard to Filipino women, their average age is higher than that of Filipino men, regardless of nativity. It has to be also noted that compared to Japanese Americans, the proportions of women are very low for Chinese and Filipino Americans, regardless of nativity.
The mean scores of Duncan SEI for native-born Japanese (9.98) and native-born Chinese women (9.15) are slightly higher than that for white women (8.09). Moreover, same as the case for men, although the mean scores of Duncan SEI for Japanese, Chinese, and Filipino immigrant women are all lower than that of white women, they experience upward mobility in terms of Duncan SEI across first-generation and native-born generations. These descriptive statistics suggest that occupational discrimination may be more relevant for Asian American male workers. Namely, the Duncan SEI score gaps are not large between white women and Asian American women, as white women back in that time might have generally worked as housekeepers, which in turn decreases the racial/gender gaps in occupational status.
In regard to literacy, Table 2 shows that foreign-born Japanese, Chinese, and Filipino women all have lower rates of literacy than their male counterparts. Nevertheless, native-born Asian American women attain much higher rates of literacy, and there is no longer large disparity in comparison to white women. The same trend applies to English speaking ability-although English ability is considerably lower among Asian immigrant women than their male counterparts, nativeborn Asian Americans attain much closer English speaking ability to their male counterparts.
Although speculative, we suppose that many Asian immigrant women back in these decades are highly dependent on their husbands even when many of them are engaged in different kinds of lowpaid unskilled jobs.
In regarding to the number of children, foreign-born Asian groups have more children than their native-born counterparts and white women. Furthermore, the distribution of generational status for the native-born looks similar to that for men. For example, in the case of native-born
Chinese American women, the percentages in the 2.5-generation and third-generation are greater than those for men. On the other hand, for native-born Filipino American women, the percentage in the 2.5-generation is smaller than that for native-born Filipino American men. American women are on average younger than their male counterparts, they have higher percentages in married. As such, it may be suggested that Asian women back in that time tended to get married at relatively younger ages, partly due to Asian traditions about conventional gender roles.
In regard to metropolitan residence, although native-born Chinese and both native-born and foreign-born Filipino American women tend to have lower levels of metropolitan residence than their male counterparts, other groups show similar results as men. Regarding the type or class of worker, large gender disparities are evident. The great majority of men are workers for wages, followed by those who work on own account and employers. In contrast, the great majority of women tend to be in unknown classifications. Tables 3 and 4 show the estimates of the regression models for which the dependent variable is Duncan SEI, again shown separately for men and women. The estimated coefficient for an independent variable refers to the score change in Duncan SEI resulting from a unit change in that independent variable net of the other variables in the model. Model 1 includes only dichotomous variables to indicate the different racial/ethnic groups (with non-Hispanic whites serving as the reference category) without any other covariates. Model 1 thus serves as the baseline specification that indicates the overall bivariate differences relative to non-Hispanic whites (i.e., without any control variables). The estimates for this short model in Table 3 from their younger age (and labor force experience has significant economic returns), lower levels of literacy and English ability in addition to harsh anti-Asian movements and sentiments from the mainstream European white society. On the other hand, Model 1 in Table 4 indicates that while foreign-born Asians are significantly disadvantaged in terms of occupational status in reference to white women, the coefficients for native-born Asian American women are not statistically significant. As was noted above, these results seem to suggest a greater gender discrimination toward white women in the labor force and a strong gender discipline that women are supposed to work in the household rather than working outside during these decades, which mask racial gap in occupational status between Asian American and white women. Model 2 in Table 3 indicates that, after controlling for age, literacy, English ability, marital status and the number of own children, the racial gap in Duncan SEI decreases compared to Model 1. Native-born
Regression Results for Duncan Socioeconomic Index
Chinese Americans indeed have a higher mean score on Duncan SEI than comparable whites. Such findings suggest that relatively young mean age of Asian Americans served as a factor in the background of lower occupational status, due to their relatively short immigration history in the U.S. In addition, the statistically significant and positive coefficient for literacy (14.331) indicates the importance of literacy in the U.S. labor market during these decades.
